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DIGEST: 

1. Performance Requirements Summaries in IFBs 
for services contracts which permit the 
Government to deduct from the contractor's 
payments an amount representing the value of 
several service tasks where a random 
inspection reveals a defect in only one task 
imposes an unreasonable penalty, unless the 
agency shows the deductions are reasonable 
in light of the particular procurement's 
circumstances. 

2. Air Force regulation concerning the develop- 
ment of a statement of work and quality 
assurance plan for base-level services 
contracts implements Air Force policy and is 
for the benefit of the Government, not 
potential offerors. Therefore, the Air 
Force's alleged failure to comply with the 
regulation does not provide a basis for 
pro tes t . 

3.  Performance Requirements Summaries in IFBs 
for services contracts which permit the 
Government to deduct amounts from the 
contractor's payments for unsatisfactory 
services do not conflict with any reper- 
formance rights of the contractor. Although 
the standard "Inspection of Services" clause 
permits the Government to require reperform- 
ance at no ccst to the Government, the pro- 
tester had failed to show that defective . 
services may be reperformed without the. 
Government receiving reduced value. 
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Environmental Aseptic Services Administration and 
Larson Building Care Inc. have submitted a number of 
protests1 concerning the methodology employed by the Air 
Force to acquire various base-level services, including 
hospital housekeeping, custodial services, grounds 
maintenance and stocking commissary shelves. The thrust of 
the protests is that the invitations for bids implement a 
quality assurance program that allegedly permits payment 
deductions for unsatisfactory service greatly exceeding the 
value of the services. 

We sustain the protests on the basis that the quality 
assurance provisions provide for unreasonable deductions. 

The protesters also complain that these provisions 
provide for permanent deductions without regard to alleged 
reperformance rights of the contractors. We find this 
basis of protest to be without merit. 

All the invitations apparently incorporated by 
reference the standard Inspection of Services clause 
contained in Defense Acquisition Regulation ( D A R )  
§ 7-1902.4 (1976 ed.). The clause generally must be 
included in all Air Force fixed price service contracts. 
See DAR S 7-1902. It reserves the Government's right to 
inspect all services, to the extent practicable, at all 
times during the contract term, and also provides as 
follows: 

7 

"If any services performed hereunder are not 
in conformity with the requirements of this 
contract, the Government shall have the 
right to require the Contractor to perform 
the services again in conformity with the 
requirements of the contract, at no 
additional increase in total contract 
amount. When the services to be performed 
are of such a nature that the defect cannot 
be corrected by reperformance of the 
services, the Government shall have the 
right to (i) require the Contractor to 
immediately take all necessary steps to 
ensure future performance of the services in . 
conformity with the requirements of the . 

I These protests are identified in the Appendix. 
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contract;  and ( i i )  r e d u c e  t h e  contract price 
to  r e f l e c t  t h e  r educed  value o f  t h e  s e r v i c e s  
per formed.*  * *" 
The i n v i t a t i o n s  c o n t a i n  a d d i t i o n a l  p r o v i s i o n s  u n d e r  

t h e  h e a d i n g  Pe r fo rmance  Requ i remen t s  Summary (PRS) t h a t  
p e r m i t  t h e  Government to  sample t h e  c o n t r a c t o r ' s  p e r -  
formance  o f  some services randomly  and d e d u c t  payments  f o r  
u n s a t i s f a c t o r y  s e r v i c e  i n  an  amount c a l c u l a t e d  t o  r e p r e s e n t  
t h e  v a l u e  t h e  u n s a t i s f a c t o r y  s e r v i c e  bears t o  a l l  t h e  
c o n t r a c t ' s  r e q u i r e m e n t s .  To  d e t e r m i n e  t h a t  v a l u e ,  t h e  PRS 
b r e a k s  t h e  t o t a l  c o n t r a c t  e f f o r t  down t o  i t s  basic  com- 
p o n e n t  s e r v i c e s .  The v a l u e  o f  u n s a t i s f a c t o r y  p e r f o r m a n c e  
u n d e r  a component  s e r v i c e  is  d e t e r m i n e d  by  c a l c u l a t i n g  t h e  
p e r c e n t a g e  a n y  sampled  u n s a t i s f a c t o r y  p e r f o r m a n c e  b e a r s  to  
t h e  s i z e  o f  t h e  e n t i r e  sample, and t h e n  m u l t i p l y i n g  i t  
times a f i x e d  p e r c e n t a g e  l i s t e d  i n  t h e  IFB which  r e p r e s e n t s  
t h e  v a l u e  of t h e  Component s e r v i c e  i n  compar i son  w i t h  t h e  
t o t a l  c o n t r a c t  e f f o r t .  I n  some i n s t a n c e s ,  however ,  t h e  
i n v i t a t i o n s  p r o v i d e  a n  a l l o w a b l e  d e v i a t i o n  f o r  which  t h e  
Government w i l l  n o t  t a k e  a n y  d e d u c t i o n s .  

For example ,  a n  I F B  f o r  h o s p i t a l  h o u s e k e e p i n g  s e r v i c e s  
e s t a b l i s h e s  a f o r m a t  f o r  randomly  i n s p e c t i n g  room c l e a n i n g  
( o n l y  one  of s e v e r a l  s e r v i c e s  r e q u i r e d  b y  t h e  I F B )  where  
t h e  c o n t r a c t o r  mus t  c l e a n  236 rooms d a i l y  and  t h e  sample 
u n i t  is  o n e  room on  any  g i v e n  day.  I f  w e  assume t h e  f o l -  
lowing:  

( a )  t h e  c o n t r a c t  price f o r  t h e  p e r f o r m a n c e  . .  

p e r i o d  b e i n g  sampled ,  - e . g . , - 1  month,  is 
$10,000;  

( b )  t h e  I F B  f i x e s  t h e  r e l a t i v e  v a l u e  o f  
room c l e a n i n g  a t  60 p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  
t o t a l  c o n t r a c t ,  or $6 ,000  o f  t h e  t o t a l  
c o n t r a c t  price; 

( c )  t h e  Government samples 200 room c l e a n -  
i n g s  o u t  o f  t h e  p o s s i b l e  7080 c l e a n i n g s  
i n  t h e  month (236  rooms x 30 d a y s ) ;  and  . 

( d )  t h e  Government ' s  random sampl ing  pro- 
c e d u r e s  r e v e a l  d e f e c t s  i n  40 room 
c l e a n i n g s ,  

e .  

t h e n  t h e  d e d u c t i o n  would b e  as f o l l o w s :  

40 ( d e f e c t s )  x .60 ( p e r c e n t a g e  v a l u e  o f  
200 ( s a m p l e  s i z e )  room c l e a n i n g )  ' 

x $10,000 ( t o t a l  p r ice)  = $1,200 

- 

The PRS p r o v i s i o n s  s t a t e  t h a t  t h e s e  d e d u c t i o n s  a re '  
pe rmanen t ,  b u t  t h e  Government n e v e r t h e l e s s  c a n  r e q u i r e  t h e  
c o n t r a c t o r  t o  r e p e r f o r m  t h e  u n s a t i s f a c t o r y  services, 
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Conce rn ing  o n l y  t h o s e  s e r v i c e s  n o t  su rveyed  by  s a m p l i n g ,  
t h e  PRS . p r o v i d e s  t h a t  a d e f e c t  w i l l  n o t  be c o u n t e d  when t h e  
s e r v i c e  c a n  be r e p e r f o r m e d  i n  a t i m e l y  manner. N e i t h e r  t h e  
PRS n o r  any  o t h e r  IFB p r o v i s i o n  d e f i n e s  random s a m p l i n g ,  
however ,  so t h a t  i t  a p p a r e n t l y  c o u l d  i n v o l v e  t h e  
Government ' s  i n s p e c t i o n  o f  one  u n i t  or a l l  t h e  u n i t s  i n  a 
l o t .  The I F B  c o n t a i n s  a n  i n f o r m a t i o n a l  copy of t h e  Q u a l i t y .  
A s s u r a n c e  E v a l u a t o r  (QAE)  S u r v e i l l a n c e  P l a n  d e t a i l i n g  t h e  
s a m p l i n g  p r o c e d u r e s ,  i n c l u d i n g  a s t a t i s t i c a l  b a s i s  f o r  
d e t e r m i n i n g  t h e  f r e q u e n c y  of i n s p e c t i o n s  and t h e  s i z e  o f  
t h e  sample. 

The protesters  have  t w o  b a s i c  c o m p l a i n t s  r e g a r d i n g  t h e  
PRS's methodology,  The f i r s t  is t h a t  t h e  sampled s e r v i c e  
o f t e n  subsumes s e v e r a l  r e q u i r e d  t a s k s ,  and t h e  c o n t r a c t o r ' s  
f a i l u r e  to p e r f o r m  s a t i s f a c t o r i l y  any  one o f  t h e s e  t a s k s  
p r o v i d e s  a b a s i s  t o  d e d u c t  payment f o r  a l l  o f  t h e  t a s k s .  
Using t h e  room c l e a n i n g  example ,  t h e  QAE S u r v e i l l a n c e  P l a n  
e s t a b l i s h e s  a c h e c k l i s t  o f  1 4  items (e .g . ,  a s e p t i c  f l o o r ,  
f u r n i t u r e ,  f i x t u r e s ,  d r a p e s ,  and t r a s h )  r e p r e s e n t i n g  
d i f f e r e n t '  t asks  r e q u i r e d  by t h e  IFB, and t h e  PRS p r o v i d e s ,  
" I f  a t a s k  f a i l s ,  t h e  room f a i l s  for t h a t  day." I n  o t h e r  
words, if t h e  c o n t r a c t o r  u n s a t i s f a c t o r i l y  p e r f o r m s  o n l y  o n e  
t a s k  i n  e a c h  of t h e  40 rooms, he w i l l  s u f f e r  t h e  same 
d e d u c t i o n  as  though  he f a i l e d  t o  p e r f o r m  a l l  1 4  t a s k s  i n  
each room. Thus ,  any  d e d u c t i o n s  w i l l  be  based  on  t h e  v a l u e  
of a l l  1 4  t a s k s  and w i l l  g r e a t l y  e x c e e d  t h e  v a l u e  o f  t h e  
o n e  t a s k  ( t r a s h  c o l l e c t i o n ,  f o r  example )  a c t u a l l y  f a i l e d .  
The protesters a l l e g e  t h a t  t h e s e  d e d u c t i o n s  v i o l a t e  t h e  A i r  
F o r c e ' s  own p o l i c y  d i r e c t i v e s  c o n t a i n e d  i n  A i r  Force 
R e g u l a t i o n  400-28, V o l .  I, September  26, 1979,  and e x c e e d  
t h e  a g e n c y ' s  n e e d s .  They c o n t e n d  t h a t  t h e  c o n t r a c t o r ' s  
i n c r e a s e d  mone ta ry  r i s k s  o c c a s i o n e d  by t h e  d e d u c t i o n s  f o r  
a n  e n t i r e  s e r v i c e  w i l l  i n c r e a s e  t h e  o v e r a l l  cost  t o  t h e  
Government,  p r e s u m a b l y  t h r o u g h  h i g h e r  b i d  p r i c e s  .and 
d e c r e a s e d  c o m p e t i t i o n .  I n  t h i s  r e g a r d ,  w e  n o t e  t h a t  Larson  
w a s  a p p a r e n t l y  u n w i l l i n g  ta t a k e  t h e  r i s k s  i n v o l v e d  and  d i d  
n o t  s u b m i t  b i d s  u n d e r  t h e  IFBs i n v o l v e d .  

S e c o n d l y ,  t h e  protesters c o m p l a i n  t h a t  t h e  IFBs a lso  
p e r m i t  t h e  Government t o  require r e p e r f o r m a n c e  a t  t h e  
c o n t r a c t o r ' s  e x p e n s e  i n  t h e  case o f  sampled s e r v i c e s .  The 
protesters c o n t e n d  t h a t  t h e  s t a n d a r d  I n s p e c t i o n  o f - S e r v i c e s  
clause ( q u o t e d  a b o v e )  and s t a n d a r d  s p e c i f i c a t i o n  N o .  MIL- 
STD-1050, A p r i l  29,  1963 (MIL. S P E C . ) ,  which is manda to ry  
f o r  u s e  by t h e  Depar tment  of D e f e n s e ,  DAR s l - l 2 0 2 ( a ) ( i i ) ,  
g i v e  t h e  c o n t r a c t o r  g e n e r a l  r i g h t s  t o  r e p e r f o r m  s e r v i c e s  
a f t e r  d e f i c i e n c i e s  are n o t e d ,  s u b j e c t  to  r e i n s p e c t i o n  
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before the Government can reduce the contractor's 
payments. In particular, the protesters rely on the 
following MIL. SPEC. provision as establishing a con- 
tractor's right to reperformance without deduction: 

"Rejected units may be repaired or corrected 
and resubmitted for inspection with the 
approval of, and in the manner specified by, 
the responsible authority. " Paragraph 6.2. 

The Air Force really does not address the protesters' 
complaint that the IFBs permit deductions which are 
unreasonably excessive, except to suggest this issue 
involves a matter of contract administration which this 
Office should not review. We disagree. 

Although a contractor, during performance, may 
challenge deductions pursuant to the disputes clause of 
the contract, that does not mean potential bidders cannot 
protest the validity of solicitation clauses which may 
violate procurement principles. While we recognize that 
the establishment of inspection procedures to insure that 
services will meet the Government's needs is primarily the 
responsibility of the contracting agencies, we will 
question determinations about the provisions included in a 
solicitation for this purpose if the provisions are shown 
to restrict competition unduly or otherwise violate pro- 
curement statutes and regulations. Inflated Products 
Company, Inc., B-190877, March 21, 1978, 78-1 CPD 221. 

For reasons stated below, we believe the IFB's quality 
assurance provisions violate applicable procurement regula- 
tions contained in DAR § 1-310, concerning liquidated 
damages. The alleged violations of Air Force Regulation 
400-28, however, are another matter. This regulation 
prescribes the methodology for developing the statement.of 
work and a quality assurance plan for base-level services 
contracts, and implements Air Force policy concerning these 
matters. The regulation thus sets out instructions clearly 
for the benefit of the Government, not potential offerors, 
and the agency's alleged failure to comply with it does not 

" provide a-basis for protest. - See Moore Service,- Inc., et - al., B-204704.2, B-204704.3, B-205374, B-205374.2, 3une 4, 
1982, 82-1 CPD 532; Westinghouse Information - Services, 
B-204225, Elarch 17, 1982, 82-1 CPD 253. 

Liquidated damages are fixed amounts which one party 
to a contract can recover from the other upon proof of 
violation of the contract, and without proof of the damages 
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a c t u a 1 l y . s u s t a i n e d .  S e e  Ko the  V. R.C. T a y l o r  T r u s t  280 
U.S .  224 ( 1 9 3 0 ) .  W h i l e  a l i q u i d a t e d  damages p r o v i s i o n  - -! 
obviously b e n e f i t s  t h e  Government  i n  t h a t - i t  permits 
c o n t r a c t  d e d u c t i o n s  as d e s c r i b e d ,  DAR § 1-310 imposes 
c e r t a i n  l i m i t a t i o n s  o n  t h e  u s e  of l i q u i d a t e d  damages t h a t  
c lear ly  are  for t h e  contractor 's  b e n e f i t .  

The r e g u l a t i o n  l i m i t s  t h e  u s e  of s u c h  damages  t o  
i n s t a n c e s  w h e r e  t h e  t i m e  of p e r f o r m a n c e  is s u c h  a n  
i m p o r t a n t  f a c t o r  t h a t  t h e  Government  may r e a s o n a b l y  e x p e c t  
to  s u f f e r  damages  i f  t h e  p e r f o r m a n c e  is d e l i n q u e n t ,  and  t h e  
e x t e n t  or amount  o f  s u c h  damages  would be d i f f i c u l t  or 
impossible to  a s c e r t a i n  or prove. DAR § 1 - 3 1 0 ( a ) .  The 
r e g u l a t i o n  f u r t h e r  p r o v i d e s  t h a t  when a l i q u i d a t e d  damages 
c l a u s e  is u s e d ,  t h e  c o n t r a c t  m u s t  se t  f o r t h  t h e  amount  t o  
be a s s e s s e d  a g a i n s t  t h e  c o n t r a c t o r  f o r  e a c h  c a l e n d a r  d a y  o f  
d e l a y ,  and  t h e  r a t e  m u s t  be r e a s o n a b l e  i n  l i g h t  of t h e  
p r o c u r e m e n t  r e q u i r e m e n t s .  DAR § 1 - 3 1 0 ( b ) .  F i n a l l y ,  t h e  
r e g u l a t i o n  e x p r e s s l y  r e c o g n i z e s  t h a t  l i q u i d a t e d  damages 
f i x e d  w i t h o u t  r e f e r e n c e  t o  probable a c t u a l  damages may be 
h e l d  t o  impose a p e n a l t y  and  t h e r e f o r e  be u n e n f o r c e a b l e .  
DAR S 1 - 3 1 0 ( b ) .  I n  t h i s  respect, w h i l e  s u c h  damages m i g h t  
add  a n  e f f e c t i v e  s p u r  to  s a t i s f a c t o r y  p e r f o r m a n c e ,  it is 
w e l l - s e t t l e d  t h a t  s u c h  a P e n a l t y  t o  d e t e r  d e f a u l t  is 
improper and  u n e n f o r c e a b l e .  
States ,  332  U . S .  407 ( 1 9 4 7 ) .  

P r i e b e  & S o n s  v. Unite! 

W e  w i l l  o b j e c t  t o  a l i q u i d a t e d  damages p r o v i s i o n  a s  
impos ing  a p e n a l t y  i f  a protester  shows t h e r e  is no  
p o s s i b l e  r e l a t i o n  be tween  t h e  amoun t s  s t i p u l a t e d  f o r  
l i q u i d a t e d  damages  and  t h e  losses which  are c o n t e m p l a t e d  by 
t h e  par t ies .  46 Comp. Gen. 252 ( 1 9 6 6 ) ;  Massman C o n s t r u c t i o n  
Co., B-204196, J u n e  2 5 ,  1982 ,  82-1 CPD 624. We b e l i e v e  t h e  
protesters i n i t i a l l y  met t h i s  b u r d e n  by showing t h a t  t h e  
s o l i c i t a t i o n  p r o v i s i o n s  permi t  d e d u c t i o n s  w i t h o u t ' r e g a r d  
to,  and  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  i n  e x c e s s  o f ,  t h e  v a l u e  o f  t a s k s  . 
a c t u a l l y  f o u n d  d e f e c t i v e .  I n  t h e  example  o f  t h e  h o s p i t a l  
h o u s e k e e p i n g  s e r v i c e s  i n v i t a t i o n ,  t h e  I F B ' s  QAE S u r v e i l -  
l a n c e  P l a n  l i s t s  1 4  t a s k s  wh ich  comprise room c l e a n i n g ,  
f i x e s  t h e  v a l u e  o f  t h e s e  t a s k s  a t  60 p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  
c o n t r a c t  pr ice ,  and  t h e  PRS a u t h o r i z e s  a d e d u c t i o n  f o r  t h e  
e n t i r e  room c l e a n i n g  service i f  t h e  c o n t r a c t o r  f a i l s  to 
'perform a n y  o n e  of t h e  t a s k s .  The protesters p o i n t  o u t  t h a t  
u n d e r  c i r c u m s t a n c e s  v e r y  s imi la r  t o  t h i s  example, t h e  A r m e d  
S e r v i c e s  Board  of C o n t r a c t  Appeals h e l d  t h a t  t h e  Govern- 
m e n t ' s  " a l l  o r  none"  i n s p e c t i o n  p r o c e d u r e ,  employed t o  
i n s p e c t  rooms s e r v i c e d  u n d e r  a c u s t o d i a l  s e r v i c e s  c o n t r a c t ,  
imposed a n  u n f a i r  and  u n r e a s o n a b l e  p e n a l t y .  C l a r k i e s ,  , 

I n c . ,  ASBCA N o .  22784 ( 1 9 8 1 ) ,  81-2 BCA ll 15,313. 

- 

- 

- 
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It therefore is incumbent on the A i r  Force to show, in 

response to the protester's showing, that there indeed is a 
reasonable basis for its measure of damages. - -  Cf. Pro- 
fessional Helicopter Services, B-202841, B-203536, 
March 17, 1982, 82-1 CPD 251 (concerning the Government's 
burden to present a reason why an apparently restrictive 
specification was necessary). We recognize that not all 
contract tasks may have the same importance,and that some 
tasks may be of such importance that a deduction for an 
entire service would be warranted, rather than simply a pro 
rata amount, if the task is not performed properly. For 
instance, a contractor's failure to perform a single 
cleaning task in surgical or ward areas may render the 
entire room unsatisfactory because of the critical need for 
hygiene in those areas, whereas failure to perform one task 
in an administrative area should have no such effect. The 
IFB for hospital services, however, draws no distinction 
between surgical or ward areas and administrative areas for 
purposes of deductions. 

The Air Force's failure to respond to these protests 
with a rationale as to why defective performance of any 
task in a service, without regard to the nature or 
seriousness of the task, warrants deduction for the entire 
service compels us to conclude that the IFB provision in 
issue imposes a penalty as to nonvital tasks and would, as 
the protesters indicate, unnecessarily raise the Govern- 
ment's costs and have an adverse effect on competition. We 
therefore sustain the protest to that extent. 

Regarding the alleged inconsistency between provisions 
permitting permanent deductions and alleged reperformance 
rights established in the standard Inspection of Services 
clause and the mandatory MIL. SPEC., we believe the pro- 
testers have not established the existence of such rights 
concerning randomly sampled services under any of the pro- 
curements in issue here. 

The Inspection of Services clause gives the Govern- 
ment the right, where performance is unsatisfactory, to 
require reperformance at no additional increase in the 

reflect the reduced value of the services performed when 
the services "are of such a nature that the defect cannot 
be corrected by reperformance of the services." The clause 
does not expressly bestow any rights on the contractor, and 

,contract amount, and to reduce the contract price to 
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explicitly recognizes that circumstances may exist where 
reperformance would not correct a deficiency. The clause 
thus reserves, for that situation, the Government's right 
"to (i) require the contractor to immediately take all 
necessary steps to ensure future performance of the 
services in conformity with the requirements of the con- 
tract; - and (ii) reduce the contract price to reflect the 
reduced value of the services performed." (Emphasis 
added. 1 

We find nothing in the MIL. SPEC. which detracts from 
this right. Paragraph 6.2, on which the protesters rely, 
does not require that the Government permit reperformance 
without regard to the circumstances; rather, it simply 
allows the Government to permit reperformance. 

Therefore, the critical question is whether the 
services here may be reperformed after random sampling 
so that the Government does not receive reduced value. The 
Air Force contends that while defective services may be 
reperformed to bring them up to contract standards, the 
standards are thus achieved in an untimely manner, and time 
of performance is an important part of the IFBs' require- 
ments. Moreover, when a contractor reperforms a sampled 
service, it cannot correct the entire lot to meet the 
quality and time requirements of the contract. Therefore, 
the Air Force argues, it has the right to deduct payments 
to reflect the reduced value of the services performed. In 
this respect, the Air Force also points out that the IFBs 
require the contractor to establish a quality assurance 
plan for which the Air Force presumably must pay. Any 
defect revealed during sampling indicates the contractor's 
failure to administer its plan properly, and represents a 
further reduction in value to the Government. 

The protesters, who bear the burden of submitting 
sufficient evidence to establish their case, - see Line Fast 
Corporation, B-205483, April 26, 1982, 82-1 CPD 382, have 
not shown that, under the IFBs involved here, defective 
services may be reperformed without the Government's 
receiving reduced value for them. We therefore must accept 
the agency's position. - See Alan Scott Industries--recon-- 
sideration, B-201743, -- et al., April 1, 1981, 81-1 CPD 251. 
Accordingly, the protests lack merit in their contentions 
that the-deductions provisions are inconsistent with reper- 
formance rights under the IFBs. 
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The.protests are sustained in part concerning the 
provisions that permit allegedly excessive deductions. 
We are recommending to the Secretary of the Air Force 
that the deduction provisions be examined to determine 
where. individual tasks are so vital as to warrant a deduc- 
tion for the entire service. Where bids have not been 
opened, we are recommending that the Air Force amend the 
IFBs to differentiate between vital and non-vital tasks and 
to establish reasonable deduction rates for non-vital 
tasks, e.g., a pro rata deduction in the same proportion as 
the task bears to the total number of tasks comprising the 
service. Where contracts have been awarded, or where bids 
have been opened and the needs of the agency do not readily 
permit canceling an IFB and reissuing a revised one, we are 
pointing out to the Air Force that in administering the 
contracts it should avoid taking unreasonable deductions 
for non-vital tasks but instead should pursue its other 
remedies under the contract so that it will not run the 
risk of implementing the deduction provisions in a manner 
that imposes a penalty. 

The protests are denied concerning alleged conflicts 
between provisions that permit deductions and alleged 
reperformance rights. 

Y&i*W 
& Comptroller General 0 of the United States 
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